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Filion. 
Call to Order 
The meeting was called to order at 2:20 p.m. 
Dr. O'Brien advised that the first Agenda item would be dealt with under 
"Closed Session", and he asked those in attendance who were not Senators, 


to leave the meeting. 


OPEN SESSION 


Approval of Minutes 


Senate was advised that the minutes of the meeting of March 11, 1983, have 
not yet been circulated and they would be put over to the next meeting for 
approval. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GIGUERE, SECONDED BY PROF. 
BRUNET, THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETING OF 
FEBRUARY 18, 1983, BE APPROVED. 

MOTION CARRIED. 


Chairman's Remarks 


There were no Chairman's Remarks. 


Question Period 


In response to a question concerning the possible use of "canal educatif" on 
T.V., as an instrument for putting Concordia on the map, Dr. O'Brien 
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advised that he recalled that the matter of using that channel had been 
raised-and discussed else where earlier, and while he was unable to answer 
the question usefully at this point, he would nonetheless look into the matter 
and try to make some comments at the next meeting of Senate as to where 
we stood and what the policies were with respect to that station. In response 
to a question concerning the possibility of making arrangements with 
C.I.A.U. to publicize Concordia University through spot commercials 
during nationally televised sports events, particularly those in which a 
Concordia team was participating, Dr. O'Brien stated that the point was well 
taken and the matter would be looked into. 


In response to a question concerning a final report from Senate to the Board 
of Governors, on Senate's decisions with respect to the Phase II, Mission 
Study Report, Dr. O'Brien stated that at the moment no one really knew 
exactly how that was to be done. He further stated that when Senate began 
discussing the Mission Study Report, this issue was touched on in passing, 
but he emphasized that Senate has not, as yet, taken any decision as to how 
a Senate report to the Board would be put together. He also advised that this 
was something that he intended to raise again with Senate, once we have 
finished the task that we were currently involved in, over the various items. 
He suggested that at that point Senate would have to decide either that it 
wanted to go back to the beginning and go through the various points again 
and vote on them more formally after a further -round of discussion; or 
alternatively, Senate will have to decide that it wanted to mandate some 
group to go through the record, and from that, prepare some kind of 
document, draft report, or proposed resolutions, etc., and to present that to 
Senate for its approval. While there were pros and cons and difficulties with 
any of these approaches, Senate will have to decide which way was the 
most promising. 


Concern was voiced over an article in the Thursday Report arising from the 
Senate discussion at the last meeting on the two-campus issue, specifically, 
closing Loyola campus, it being felt that it had been taken out of context of 
everything else that had been discussed and that the way in which it had 
appeared in the Thursday Report was certainly not going to help the Capital 
Campaign. It was wondered whether anyone in the University prejudges the 
detrimental impact of articles that appear in the Thursday Report. In 
response to the above, Dr. O'Brien explained that the Thursday Report was 
put out by the Information Office and that essentially, it was the judgement 
of that Office which was involved, i.e., there was not any review, outside 
the Information Office, of what goes into the Thursday Report. Moreover, 
that kind of outside review has been deliberately avoided, because the point 
of the Thursday Report was that it was supposed to be a University 
newspaper, rather than an administrative journal. With that, of course, goes 
the risk from time to time, that what appears or the headlines attached to 
what appears, may not be what others in the University would prefer. On 
balance, however, it would seem to be better to run that risk, with the 
occasional inconveniences that come from it, than to attempt some other 
form of review which would be equally controversial and perhaps cause 
other but equal difficulties. 83-4-8 It was wondered by what process we 
would proceed from the 5 Mission Statements, if and when approved, to the 
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stage of implementing actual policies, i.e., was there some stage between 
approval of the principles embodies in the Mission Statements and the 
implementation of policies? Dr. O'Brien advised that he did not really know 
the answer to the above question, although he was aware of the problems 
being referred to, i.e., that the Statements were tolerably general and the 
question was if that was the form they come out in, what did they really 
mean and how would they be applied.. Formally, however, Senate would 
make its views known to the Board of Governors, and presumably the 
Board would then take some position on a Mission Statement at that level. 
In his opinion, it would then be the responsibility of the Board to mandate a 
further stage in whatever form that is to take. However, he emphasized that 
there did not exist at the moment, a specific plan as to how that next stage 
might be accomplished. 


In response to a question as to whether or not he was committed to the idea 
of involving faculty and students in the next stage, Dr. O'Brien stated that 
he would like to say that he was so committed, but he had a feeling that 
there was a trap in that kind of question, in that his answer would be 
immediately followed by further questions on specifics, 1.e., how, in what 
manner, and to what degree, etc., which would be impossible to answer at 
this time. He emphasized again that a plan did not presently exist to follow 
through at that level, nor did he think that it would be too profitable, at this 
stage, for him to put together in his own mind, a plan as to how it should be 
done, what form it should take, etc., and he would prefer at this time, 
simply to keep his mind open 6n the matter. 


In response to a question concerning the possibility of providing some fruit 
juice as an alternative to coffee at Senate meetings, the Secretary advised 
that he would check the matter out with the PSBGM Cafeteria. 


Reports from Councils, etc. 


It was reported that the "Natural Science and Engineering Research Council 
has awarded $275,000 to the Department of Electrical Engineering to 
purchase a computer system. 


Appointments 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BRUNET, SECONDED BY PROF. WILLS, 
THAT THE APPOINTMENT OF PROF. GOYAL, TO THE SENATE 
LIBRARY COMMITTEE, TERM FROM JUNE 1, 1983 TO MAY 31, 
1985, BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Strategic Planning for the University 


Phase II, University Mission Study 


Dr. O'Brien reminded Senators that the Steering Committee of Senate has 
proposed that we end today's discussion on Item VIII at 4:30 p.m., and at 


that point move on to Item IX, - UCCC Report on Undergraduate 
Grade-point Average System. He suggested that we should now resume 
discussion-on the Mission Statement, beginning with point 5., document 
US-83-1-DI, and continue on to points 6. and 7., in document 
US-83-2-D2, which has been submitted by the Students Associations. 
However, before actually starting discussion, he advised that there were a 
couple of Senators who had indicated that they wished to make 
an-intervention. 


Dr. Singer advised that the Arts and Science Faculty Council was 
anticipating the need for several special meetings in order to consider a 
report on Core Curriculum, and to be able to accommodate that, it would be 
helpful to know what the Steering Committee sees as the end of this process 
at the Senate level. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that he did not think that the Steering Committee had any 
precise thoughts on that, because when the question of the amount of time it 
would take was last discussed at the Steering Committee, the course of the 
Senate discussion was so unpredictable. However, he felt that what he 
could interpolate into the Steering Committee's last discussion on the 
matter, was the expectation that we would continue the discussion at this 
meeting and at the next regular Senate meeting in April; that by that time, the 
indications were that we will have completed this first pass on the Mission 
Statements and also that at that April meeting, Senate should be able to deal 
with the question as to how Senate itself should proceed to the next phase of 
its discussion. In addition, Steering Committee, which will be meeting in 
the interim, might well have recommendations to make at the April meeting, 
as to how this might be done. 


Prof. Brunet drew Senate's attention to a resolution from the Commerce and 
Administration Faculty Council, (document US-83-4-D2), which was 
distributed at the beginning of the meeting. He explained that the resolution, 
which was passed at the March 11, 1983, Council meeting, essentially 
moves the strategy up one notch above the . level of Key Elements in 
looking at the overall objective of coordinating University offerings across 
the Province. The Council feels that the resolution was an important one to 
consider, and that without this kind of a statement, the discussions that were 
taking place at Senate, may in fact be taking place in a vacuum. He 
wondered whether it would be appropriate to consider the resolution now, 
or wait until the discussion on all Key Elements had been completed. 


Dr. O'Brien expressed the feeling that it would be difficult to simply insert a 
new item at this point into the discussion. He explained that the principle 
that we have been following, was that there was a certain willingness on the 
part of Senate to add other specific points which a particular Council wished 
to have included and if it was the wish of the Commerce and Administration 
Faculty Council to have this resolution specifically discussed by Senate as a 
Statement, he suggested that it could be inserted as item 9, on the existing 
list and discussed when we get to it, possibly at the next Senate meeting. It 
was agreed that the resolution from the Commerce and Administration 
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Faculty Council, (document US-83-4-D2), be inserted as item 9., on the 
existing list of items to be dealt with, as suggested by Dr. O'Brien. 


Prof. Brunet presented and explained the Key Element and Counter point 
contained in item 5, document US-83-1-DI. He stated that among the issues 
to be considered under this item, was 'the question of research, both basic 
and applied; service to the community; and the question of developing areas 
of competence in research versus highlighting those that already exist. 


Dr. Singer advised that this particular item aroused a tremendous debate at 
the Arts and Science Faculty Council, the end result of which, was the 
decision of Council to express its unhappiness with the wording of this 
Mission Statement, as formulated in the Phase II Report. Council's position 
was spelled out in item 5, page 2, document US-83-2-D4. lie explained that 
Council has decided to emphasize 4 points arising out of item 5, as being 
particularly important. The first was that under item 5, a), it would be the 
mission of the University to conduct basic research and in advancing 
knowledge, in all fields, i.e., that this was the basic mission of the 
University, whether in the History Dept., the Sociology Dept., or in a 
department in some other Faculty. He explained that the feeling among 
many members of Council, particularly in the Humanities and Social 
Science, was that Mission Statement 5, as worded, seemed not to be of 
great concern to humanists and social scientists. The second point was 
Council's feeling that our commitment should be particularly to those areas 
that have already demonstrated their competence in research; which was 
meant to say, in effect, that we should be careful in developing new areas of 
research, in the current economic situation. The third point, i.e., item 5,c), 
was that it was the feeling of Council that while Engineering and 
Psychology may have laboratories, and Fine Arts its workshops and 
theatres, the Faculty of Arts and Science primarily uses the Library as its 
laboratory; and that one of the severe areas of decline and deterioration and 
an area that we have not been paying any attention to, was the Library and 
its whole budget. In this respect, he advised that Council had been told that 
the Library book budget, which was raised five or six years ago to 1.2 
million dollars, has stayed at that figure and that many areas, such as 
Physics, have been reduced to purchasing no books whatsoever and have 
been trying to use their book allocation to support current journals, which 
were also being cut back. Consequently, it was the feeling of Council that 
this commitment to research, in various ways, has got to be reflected in the 
University's commitment to the Library, which was as important to the 
Faculty of Arts and Science, as Engineering laboratory space was to the 
Faculty of Engineering. The fourth point, i.e., item 5, d), was the Arts and 
Science Faculty's willingness and enthusiasm for supporting graduate 
programmes of certain types, particularly those related to employment 
opportunities which serve various sectors of the Quebec population; but not 
just expanding graduate programmes for the sake of expanding graduate 
programmes, or expanding such programmes that serve populations not 
necessarily native to Quebec. Finally, he stated that while he did not know 
exactly how Council Chairmen were eventually going to convey the results 
of Senate discussions back to their respective Faculty Councils, nonetheless 
he felt that in these debates, the role of the Secretary of Senate and the 


ability of his Office to generate these minutes in the usual speed, was going 
to be particularly important. 


Dr. O'Brien assured Senate that the particular point raised above, vis-a-vis 
Senate minutes, has been recognized and he advised that the Secretary of 
Senate was making a special effort to get these minutes produced as rapidly 
as possible. He also agreed that for whatever was to happen next, having 
the record of the minutes of the Senate debate available, was a key element. 


Prof. Brunet advised that Key Element 5, was discussed at length this 
morning at a special meeting of the Commerce and Administration Faculty 
Council. A number of concerns were raised during the meeting, one of 
which was the question of how to define "established reputation". The 
feeling of Council was that there was not an adequate equitable measuring 
device available, in order to decide exactly what an "established reputation" 
was. Consequently, Council feels that before it can support service either in 
the Quebec community or in the world community, some equitable way to 
recognize and define what is meant by a reputation, must be found. 


Senate's attention was drawn to the following comment in the GSA's 
Response, (page 2, document.US-83-1-D5) - "The University must also 
insist on its independence of governmental priorities (e.g., the energy 
sector's reliance on mega projects at the expense of conservation of 
renewable resources) and consider the long range implications of those 
policies. It must assume its responsibility in acting as a "watchdog" over 
possibly short lived and inconsistent government actions." It was explained 
that that statement reflected a concern over the phrase "it will also exploit 
opportunities that reflect the economic, social and technological priorities of 
government ...", it being argued that reflecting the priorities of the 
government was incompatible with the concept of academic freedom; that, 
in the extreme, it may even make the notion of academic excellence, an 
empty one; and that the mission of the University was certainly not to 
execute government policy. 


It was stated that no one has denied that the need to encourage research, 
should be part of our mission; that it was definitely one of the characteristics 
of any institution that wishes to be recognized as a University; that the real 
question was to what extent and how do we do it; that both of Concordia's 
founding institutions had developed traditions whereby a tremendous 
amount of emphasis in the early years, was on undergraduate education, 
which emphasis must remain, and that it has only been within the last 15 
years, without any real encouragement on the part of the administrations of 
either of the founding institutions, that research began to appear; that at that 
point, encouragement was given, in the sense of trying to get individuals, as 
faculty members, who had either recognized track records in terms of 
research, or gave indications of having a potential, to do so; that for one 
reason or another, this tended to become more emphasized in some 
departments and in some Faculties, than in others; and that, given the 
present budget freeze and budget compression, we were now faced with the 
question of where do we go from here. Furthermore, without actually 
getting into a debate over how to define an "established reputation", it was 


stated that whatever definition one would care to use, elements within the 
Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science, have developed that 
reputation; that no one in Engineering and Computer Science wanted to 
stifle development in other areas; and that research has developed in other 
departments and in fact there has been a tremendous increase in the level of 
research carried out in the Faculty of Arts and Science within the last five 
years. Consequently, it was argued that we needed a kind of policy that did 
not stifle the development of research in any area of the University; that 
certain types of priorities were going to have to be established and the 
number one priority, as with anything in the University, was the question of 
space, i.e., before putting books or journals in a Library, we have to have 
the physical space to do it, which applied likewise to computer terminals 
and laboratories; and that in identifying research as a mission of the 
University, it must be recognized that we have to get the space in which to 
carry out that research. The second element which had to be considered, 
which in the short term was probably the most cost intensive part of 
fostering or developing research, but at the same time was not a primary 
question, was whether the University should put money into buying. 
books, journals, lathes for mechanical engineering laboratories, robots, etc. 
In this respect, it was pointed out that the vast majority of the money used to 
equip graduate research laboratories in the Faculty of Engineering and 
Computer Science, has come from outside the University. However, this 
was not true with respect to money for buying the necessary books and 
journals required for carrying out research in Arts and Science, 1.e., outside 
granting agencies simply did not give massive amounts of money for that 
kind of purpose. Consequently, this was something that the University was 
going to have to recognize, and at the same time, it was stressed that one did 
not want a debate to develop in Senate, or elsewhere in the University, 
around the idea that we were going to be playing off the research needs of 
one area of the University versus the research needs of another area, 
although admittedly internal fighting would continue over the question of 
space, simply because there just does not happen to be enough of it to go 
around at the present time. However, the feeling was expressed that if 
priorities were going to be set in terms of space, these priorities should be 
based on whatever has the most immediate potential for research 
development, for the available space. 


It was stated that one has always believed that the university should be a 
source of critical thought, reflection and commentary; that it was one of the 
few institutions in our society that was capable of doing so; and that it could 
only do so, if it was autonomous. It was further stated that one was 
concerned over an apparent contradiction between Key Element 5 and Key 
Element 2. It was noted that in Key Element 2, there was an emphasis on 
the University maintaining a "commitment to innovation and its ability to 
respond to the needs of the community which its serves, both at the 
undergraduate and graduate levels", but in Key Element 5, community 
needs was defined almost exclusively in terms of the priorities of 
government and industry. It was felt that the kind of emphasis on these 
instrumental criteria, which was reflected in the Peat Marwick Study, 
caused some of the reaction in the Arts and Science Faculty Council against 
the wording of Mission Statement 5. Furthermore, it was argued that the 


autonomy of the University and its ability to perform this critical role, will 
be seriously undermined, if the priorities of the University, in terms of 
research and the development of graduate programmes, is determined on the 
basis of what government and/or industry wants; and that we have to be 
somewhat concerned about protecting the autonomy of the University. 


It was stated that there was a common element in the Phase I Report, the 
Phase II Reports, and the Fahey Committee Report, which was the very 
positive attitude toward graduate programmes and research; that Concordia 
University has some world class departments, graduate programmes, and 
research teams; that one statistic that would demonstrate this quantitatively, 
was the seven million dollars that Concordia University received in 
1982/83, in external grants in support of research, which, it was felt, was 
an extraordinary figure for Concordia, particularly for its history and 
economic difficulties and particularly in comparison with the three and one 
half million dollars which the University received three years ago, 1.e., our 
grants have doubled in the course of three years; that while the amount of 
grant money which an institution receives was not the only criterion for 
judging its reputation, it was nonetheless an important one; and that 
Concordia University has an extremely good research reputation and it was 
a reputation that was growing rather than diminishing. It was further stated 
that throughout all of the discussions at Senate, there appeared to be a 
fundamental ambiguity, i.e., one did not know whether we were discussing 
what "is" the case, what ?fought " to be the case, or rather, what "face we 
show to the public". It was suggested that if we look at Key Element 5 and 
the Counterpoint, in terms of "is", "ought and "image", we come up with 
different answers; that if we were looking at it in terms of what "is" the 
case, the Steering Committee's Counterpoint was closer to the truth, in that 
many of our departments in fact have an image in the world academic 
community and many of the departments who don't have that image, are 
trying to get it; that if we were considering Mission Statement 5 in terms of 
what "ought" to be the case, perhaps the people who drafted this Key 
Element were saying we really "ought not" to be pursuing a world 
reputation, but rather what we "ought" to be doing, is pursuing a reputation 
in Quebec or that we 'fought" to be providing programmes that lead directly 
to employment; that 'if that was what was at issue, Senate should pass 
legislation stating that our world class researchers 'fought" to be doing 
research for Quebec, rather than for the world, but that obviously wouldn't 
work, i.e., considering this Key Element as an "ought", was doomed to 
failure; that the only way that one could make any sense out of this Key 
Element, was to consider it in terms of "image", i.e., that someone was 
saying that, in publicizing ourselves, we ought to put forward, as one of 
our many faces, that we really care about Quebec, that we were really a 
pragmatic University, that we were really trying to turn people out who will 
be able to get jobs, etc., etc.; and finally, that if we were talking about what 
image we should put forward to the world, one would support the notion 
that we should be doing research for Quebec, but if, on the other hand, we 
were talking about what our good researchers were going to try to do, it 
was suggested that they were going to try to become world renowned 
researchers, regardless of what we say. 


With respect to Key Element 5, it was argued that pragmatically speaking, 
the first prerequisite to research was going to be space, in addition to which, 
you need time and funds with which to carry out your research projects. 
Moreover, concern was voiced over the phrase "the University will foster 
development first and foremost in those units with an established 
reputation", it being argued that if we adopted the pragmatic approach to 
research, where space, time and funds were needed, those departments and 
institutes with established reputations would receive some substantial 
benefits, either in terms of space, time, and seed money to initiate research 
projects; that under such a mode of operation, it would be practically 
impossible for young professors in developing departments such as 
Exercise Science, which was a young, small, developing department, to 
engage in research in community service, which was essential in order to 
satisfy the University criteria for promotion and tenure and become 
associate and full professors during the course of their careers. 


During continued discussion it was argued that we have to begin to specify 
the programmes that we want; that we have to establish evaluation criteria, 
particularly at the graduate level where resources were becoming very 
scarce; that at some point, Senate was going to have to discuss the question 
of evaluation techniques; that if we don't start looking at the question in 
terms of a shrinking resource market, we were going to be spreading our 
resources from the better departments, over many departments and many 
programmes, thereby ending up with many mediocre departments rather 
than a few that were effective and had a reputation in Quebec; that we have 
to realize that we were not talking about a university that was starting off in 
good health, i.e., our academic and student services were overextended and 
second rate; that Concordia should not be viewed as a research institution in 
the sense that we would ever be able to compete on an equal footing with 
McGill, but that there were some things that we could do well and we 
should be very specific with respect to research, and keep it to a modest, 
good quality scale ' that we were capable of doing; that Concordia should 
focus on being a good teaching institution, which was what it does best; that 
we should recognize community service as one of the unique focuses of this 
University, i.e., many students in the Social Sciences and Humanities 
volunteer their services to hospitals, to the Ville Marie Social Services, to 
various community groups who need help, etc., and many professors at 
Concordia were doing research that supports those kinds of efforts, and 
there were many programmes within Arts and Science that have strong 
traditions vis-a-vis community service, such as Urban Studies, the School 
of Public and Community Affairs, Applied Social Science, Recreation and 
Leisure, etc., etc.; that it was impossible to focus university education 
toward jobs, particularly given the current high unemployment rate in 
Quebec, that no one at the present time was coming here with the idea that a 
BA degree, for example, was going to guarantee a job, and that rather we 
have to begin to look at the problems in our society; that if we were going to 
be realistic with respect to the society in which we live, we should focus our 
research on Quebec society, which did not mean that we could not do world 
renowned class research or that we could not be a world class institution; 
and finally, that we should consider the whole question of ethics in 
research, which has not been mentioned at all in this discussion, which has 


tremendous implications at a time when we were turning out students who 
were more and more specialized in terms of technological knowledge, but 
with less of a background in how to deal with the information that they 
acquire, in a social context. 


It was stated that if we wanted to accept the evaluation that we were a world 
class institution in some areas, which one agreed with, then in fact we have 
reached that status. However, it was further stated that that was a lucky 
coincidence and moreover, it should not be looked upon as the goal of this 
University. The feeling was also expressed that Concordia would never 
really be a world class research institution, that it was not part of its mandate 
to be a world class research institution and that if Concordia should 
deliberately attempt to put its resources in that direction, even for a few 
departments it will destroy the basic mandate that it has in Quebec. For 
example, one could not really believe that we would be in a position to make 
the decision to completely free from teaching, half a dozen full professors in 
Engineering with world class reputations, in order to allow them to devote 
themselves full time to research, unless of course the University was 
receiving money to release them and allow them to be replaced by other full 
time professors. In other words, one could not imagine the University being 
in a position to absorb the cost of providing enough space, to allow certain 
research to go on or certain professors to be involved in no teaching 
whatsoever. In addition every time a major research grant to the University 
announced, we have to ask ourselves whether or not we really have the 
necessary space to accept that grant, and somewhere along the line, the 
answer to that question is going to be no. That is, we will eventually have to 
make a choice, as to whether we were going to take space away from our 
primary mandate in order to give space to some other goal that was not 
realistic to the University. It was further stated that Concordia has doubled 
its research funding over the past few years, but funding at other 
universities in Quebec was quintupled or more, in comparison to the amount 
of money which we receive. That was not to say that we were not doing a 
good job or that we were not trying our best; but it must be recognized that 
we will never have the resources of, for example, the University of 
Montreal, whose research budget was approaching 50 million dollars and 
even if one removes from that the 10% which goes to the Health Science 
area, including Medicine, etc., it was still beyond our capacity to absorb that 
kind of research given our economic, space and other limitations. The point 
being made was that we should not aim to be a world class institution; but 
also that we should be grateful if some of our individual faculty members or 
groups of faculty members are able, within our limited resources and what 
help we can give them, to achieve world class stature. That however, was 
very different from having a policy that tries to make us the "Harvard of the 
North" or the "Toronto of the East", which, it was felt, was something that 
we could never really achieve. The feeling was also expressed that, in this 
particular respect, the Rector's Report which was distributed along with the 
Phase II, Steering Committee Report, was particularly useful because what 
one was worried about more than anything else in this particular discussion, 
was that people will forget why this University was created, and if we do in 
fact forget that, we will probably endanger our continued existence which 
was why one considered this research area to be a very fine line. Moreover, 


if we reduce undergraduate lounge space, for example, to make more space 
available for research, should we ever be faced with that hard choice, that 
would mean a major shift in the priorities of the University, which one 
would never support. Finally, with respect to the proportion between 
graduate and undergraduate programmes, it was stated that one could agree 
that we should expand graduate programmes, which was the direction of 
society in general, but at the same time it was argued that we should never 
expand graduate programmes at the expense of the quality of our 
undergraduate programmes and that we have to be very careful to live 
within our means both at the teaching side and at the research side. 


During continued discussion it was argued that this issue was basically a 
question of detrimental priority setting; that, as a student, one's priority in 
coming to Concordia, was to learn and not because Concordia had great 
research facilities; that research was not what this institution was set up to 
do, nor should that be its main purpose; that we could not afford to increase 
something, i.e., research, at the expense of our teaching; that the major 
problem facing the University was inadequate funding and inadequate space 
and if we allocate existing space for research purposes, we would be taking 
that space away from something else, but we cannot afford to take it away 
from teaching; and that if we took away the students, Concordia would no 
longer exist, but if we took away research, we would still exist, although 
perhaps it would not be quite as high quality an institution. 


It was argued that of the 5 Mission Statements, this was the most 
unacceptable; that one supported the initiatives of the Arts and Science 
Faculty Council, (item 5, document US-83-2-D4); that one was particularly 
troubled by the emphasis on serving the needs of government and industry, 
without at least highlighting community needs; and that we should not just 
be highlighting employment, and society had other sorts of problems that 
university reflection and the nature of the institution could bring something 
to bear on, particularly social, economical and ecological problems; and that 
one could support those kinds of things, plus the Arts and Science 
statement, as a mission for the University, but not Mission Statement 5, as 
presently worded, which was unacceptable. 


With respect to the issue of research community oriented versus world class 
research, it was argued that there were many classifications and distinctions 
of research that have been introduced into many debates, but these were all 
quite meaningless because that tended to categorize something that could not 
be categorized; that the only thing that one could say was that classification 
of research stretched from good research, down to the level of no research 
at all; that it was impossible to say that something was community oriented; 
that the question of mission oriented versus basic research, which- was 
discussed at length during the 1970's was another example of a sterile 
distinction, which made no sense at all; that one accepted the fact that there 
were certain areas of research that have to be looked at from the point of 
view of ethics; that undoubtedly people who were going to apply for grants, 
would tend, by and large, to move of their own nature, toward the 
directions and objectives of the granting agency, but without denying any 
individual liberty to the researcher; that the motivating influences in research 


were determined by and large by the individual desires of the faculty 
member and the priorities of the granting agencies over which we have very 
little control; that, with respect to the issue of the tradeoff between teaching 
and research, or lounge space versus laboratory space, the only thing that 
distinguishes a university from any other form of educational establishment, 
was the existence of research; that it was the existence of research that 
allows a university to develop and transmit the forefront of knowledge to its 
students, i.e., knowledge was created within universities, modes of thought 
were developed within universities, ideas were born within universities 
more than anywhere else and if we take this away from a university, it 
would no longer be a university, but rather, it would simply be an extended 
high school; that suggestions that we should take research away in order to 
devote ourselves to teaching, have often been disproved and in fact, just the 
opposite has occurred, 1.e., there was a high correlation between good 
teaching and good research and more often than not, good teachers also 
happen to be good researchers; that by and large, if one wanted to have a 
good education, you have to have good research going on in the institution; 
and that, while one was willing to accept modifications to or a rewording of 
the Mission Statements to make them acceptable and mean the same thing to 
most people, research has to remain as one of Concordia's missions and if 
we were to stop doing research, the University would quickly go into a 
decline. 


It was argued that the quality of teaching in the University was very 
closely-related to the research that a particular professor does; that from 
personal experience this has proven to be the case, at least in Engineering, 
in that the best professors were those who, because of their research, were 
most in tune with what was going on in their fields; that we should not be 
debating whether or not we should become the "Harvard of the North", 
etc., but rather, whether, in the context of Concordia being called a 
"University", there was a need for research; that research should play a part 
within Concordia; that we should fund those areas that have proven 
themselves in the past; that it would be risky to fund areas that have not 
proven themselves in the past, or new research ideas; that given the present 
economic situation, the limited money that we have should be spent in those 
areas that have already been proven; and that we should not venture into 
new areas of research until such time as more money and space becomes 
available in the future. 


It was stated that there were researchers at Concordia who were doing 
research that was on par with research being done at any of the universities 
mentioned, including Harvard, University of Toronto, U.B.C., etc., and 
one was not at all sure that Concordia should be considered as the low man 
on the academic totem pole. Moreover, if we were perceived as such by 
many people both inside and outside of the University, it was perhaps only 
because we did not have a strategy in research. It was further stated that 
there was an urgent need for Concordia to develop a specific strategy with 
respect to research, it being argued that a research orientation helps in 
teaching, particularly at the graduate level, i.e., the two were not mutually 
exclusive; that such a strategy would direct our future recruiting, i.e., it 
would influence how a particular Faculty will look 5 or 10 years from now, 


much more than-it will influence how that Faculty looks this year or next 
year; and that such a strategy would enable us to direct our on going faculty 
members, i.e., those who were currently on stream, toward the most 
promising career paths, which was something that we were unable to do at 
the present time. It was also stated that it was not easy to develop a research 
strategy, because it involved the opportunity cost of leaving aside some 
other strategy that we might have taken but didn't, i.e., it was necessary to 
make a choice; and that such a strategy would have to be focused, rather 
than an overall basic coverage strategy. 


It was argued that whether or not research should exist at Concordia, was 
not really the issue in this discussion; that there was no doubt whatsoever, 
that in. the vast majority of departments at Concordia, research was being 
conducted by faculty members; that the real issue was by what criteria do 
we evaluate the research that was currently being conducted at Concordia 
University, and by what criteria do we decide to encourage specific areas; 
that we have to keep in mind the context within which we are operating, 
1.e., we have seen a change in thrust at the Institution over the past 5 years, 
to develop research; that has been perceived by some faculty members as a 
change in the University's thrust; that this change in thrust has been 
reflected especially in the amount of funded research that we have been able 
to generate; that Senate should look at Concordia's funded research in 
comparison to other institutions whose size is relatively similar to ours and 
who service relatively similar constituencies, not only in Quebec, but 
throughout Canada; that it was only in the light of those figures that we 
could perhaps conduct a more concrete discussion as to where we actually 
fit in, in terms of research and developing research, at Concordia; that it 
would be extremely difficult, if not impossible to decide that this area or that 
area would receive more encouragement to do research, e.g., how much 
research could we expect of the Faculty of Commerce and Administration, 
where 65 or 66 full-time faculty members were teaching almost 1/3 of the 
University's NFT's?; how do we evaluate the significance of a paper 
presented by an historian to the American Historical Association-, in 
comparison to a research grant received by the Engineering Faculty from 
NSERC’, i.e., was it more difficult for the historian to have his or her ideas 
presented in that forum, in competing against historians in Canada and the 
USA, than it was for a faculty member in Engineering to receive grants 
from the Federal Government which has very clearly identified engineering 
as an area which will receive financial encouragement in the next 5 years?; 
that we were going to have to pay close attention to the criteria that were 
going to be used in evaluating which areas are strong research oriented and 
those which are not; that money was not the only criteria, 1.e., there was 
also the question of the quality of the research and it was not purely 
quantitatively that one could say that quality research was being done; that 
one was baffled by the seeming exclusivity of research and teaching; that 
there was no doubt whatsoever that any university which has any respect 
for itself, will encourage and foster research; that there was no doubt that 
the vast majority of people teaching in the Faculty of Arts and Science, who 
take their profession seriously are doing research each in their own way and 
that what they are doing on the research level was being reflected in the 
knowledge that they are transmitting as teachers in the classroom; and 


finally in summarizing, that we should closely examine the criteria which 
we would use in deciding what was good research and what was not good 
research; that we should compare what we are doing to what other Quebec 
and Canadian universities of the same size, are doing; and that we must 
assume that at this University, as at all other universities, research and 
teaching were certainly not mutually exclusive. 


It was stated that while it was easy for this discussion to center on the 
question of trade-offs, one did not really feel that it is a discussion on 
trade-offs, i.e., priorities were not necessarily trade-offs; that relatively 
speaking, it could be said Concordia was not a great research institution, 
1e., that we do not have a great international reputation for research; that we 
could say, however, that we are close to, if not, a great teaching institution; 
that that did not mean an absence of research, but rather that from 
pioneering in continuing and evening education, Loyola being a founder of 
post-secondary education in Quebec and a founding member of Concordia 
University, etc., etc., we have developed an expertise at teaching, more so 
than many research focused universities; that the question was not that good 
departments usually have good research, but rather, that our priority was 
teaching and secondary to that was research; that while some departments 
who have good teachers usually have good research, what we have to do is 
to look at the future of those departments who don't have good teachers and 
don't have good research, and perhaps that was where the' question of 
trade-offs would come into the picture; that in discussing these things we 
tended to look at the whole University in a very homogeneous sense, but 
there were exceptions, e.g., Engineering has done incredible amounts in the 
research area, and its graduate area was probably one of the strongest, if not 
the strongest, among the four Faculties; and that in applying priorities, we 
have to recognize that there were special areas, or a Faculty, that have 
something that other Faculties don't, and stating that our first priority was 
teaching should not take anything away from that. With respect to the 
question of strategy, the feeling was expressed that we have been 
discussing for the past two years whether or not we should have a strategy 
and not what that strategy should be, and the hope was expressed that at 
some point we would begin to discuss what that strategy should be. In 
addition, it was argued that the University must maintain and encourage 
research for students as well as for faculty members and that student 
research was often underestimated; that we must have library and other 
facilities that encourage research and the pursuit of knowledge, and that 
when you can't find a place to study in the University, or a seat in the 
Library, it was very, very hard to do research whether you were a faculty 
member or a student that great ideas emanating from the University, do not 
necessarily cost money; that a great deal of research that we can be good at, 
involves perhaps a good library, which we were now working on, but it 
does not involve millions of dollars of expenditure; that we should look at 
what we can do that does not involve a massive allocation of resources, i.e., 
much of the research in the Social Sciences, Humanities, Engineering,. Fine 
Arts, Commerce, etc., did not necessarily mean taking resources away from 
other areas; and that given our desperate needs with respect to resources, 
including study space, etc., we have to look at the whole question of 
research much differently than would McGill or the University of Montreal. 


It was stated that one did not think that we were really discussing at the 
moment whether we should or should not have research, but rather how 
much and where. It was also argued that, when we talk about certain 
departments bringing in money, we make no mention of hidden costs in 
obtaining that money, in terms of staff, space, assistants, etc.; that if we 
were going to do some type of analysis as to where we were going to put 
our priorities, we also have to have the information on how much it costs to 
bring in a million or a I million dollars; and that it would not make much 
sense if we were spending*3 million dollars to bring in 1 million dollars. 


It was argued that many things could be said and some had already been 
said, in defence of expanding research at Concordia, including that it was a 
priority for the University, and that it was something which we ought to do; 
that in general, Canada was very far behind in research and our entire 
economy and our whole industrial sector shows it; that we cannot turn to the 
industrial sector to bail us out of this mess, that the only place that could do 
it was the university sector, and this was particularly true in the case of 
Quebec; that we were confronted with an opportunity, at a time when the 
Government was trying to commit itself to supporting high tech industries 
in this Province, particularly lab technology, etc., and that at this particular 
juncture it would be a gross mistake on the part of Concordia to state that 
we want to become the largest CEGEP in the Province, 1.e., the only thing 
that distinguishes us from a college, was research. It was further argued that 
students gravitated towards universities such as Toronto and Harvard 
because they were prestigious institutions, and they were prestigious 
because of the quality of research that takes place in those institutions; that 
this attracts good students to undergraduate programmes and the best thing 
that one could think of doing as far as the image of Concordia was 
concerned, was to attract good students; that nothing could be more 
stimulating to the continued academic growth of this Institution than having 
more good students; that we will not have matured as an Institution until we 
were in a position to have some go ahead departments which are sufficiently 
good that people were coming here on an international competitive basis; 
that the issue of prestige and image was not trivial and the fastest way to 
obtain that prestige and image, was through research; that there were certain 
areas where research funding and the ability to do research were completely 
interdependable and in order to support both undergraduate and graduate 
programmes realistically, we needed to have the resources, 1.e., without the 
money, the time, or the space, we were in trouble; that in science and in 
engineering, and undoubtedly in other areas as well, there was an intimate 
relationship between research funding and the quality or even the existence 
of a graduate programme; that the science area did not have enough graduate 
students, because, for the most part, science did not have adequate funding, 
L.e., it takes money to support those students, particularly with respect to 
supplies, equipment, materials, etc.; that the graduate students were the 
main line instructors, 1.e., demonstrators, in a strong laboratory curriculum 
and they play an integral role in most science programmes that having a 
Masters programme and a Doctoral programme was critical to the survival 
of a science department, i.e., there was an essential relationship between 
undergraduate and graduate education; and that the funding generated by 


research activity, provides equipment which is shared many times between 
research and teaching, e.g., undergraduate students were able to become 
acquainted with a scanning electron-microscope, only because there were 
researchers in Biology. Finally, it was argued that there was a need for us to 
respond to Government and industry priorities; that it would be far too 
idealistic on our part to simply say that we were going to set the priorities 
for society; that while there is a certain amount of that, we have to be 
realistic about where the money was going to come from and it would be 
foolish on our part to ignore stated Government or industrial priorities; that 
it was specifically in those areas that one could get the kind of research 
funding, particularly in contracts, where in fact the overhead money, the 
cost-to the institutions, etc., were actually identified and paid; that it was in 
the applied practical areas of Government and industrial priorities where 
such contracts exist; and that we should be prepared to go along with the 
kind of priority statement that we find in item 5., which, in effect, strikes a 
balance between basic and applied research and graduate programme 
expansion. 


It was stated that since its conception, the whole idea in the Faculty of 
Engineering and Computer Science, was not only to be a good teaching 
Faculty, but also a good research Faculty; that the Faculty has been 
extremely lucky with respect to that, in that it has been able to achieve a lot 
of things because of the good quality of the people in that Faculty; that 
because of research, the information being communicated by the professors 
to the undergraduate students was much more current than what .otherwise 
might be the case; that the quality of the students at the undergraduate level 
has improved to such an extent that the Faculty was not able to take all the 
students who want to come to Concordia, i.e., students with 80% averages 
were not able to get into certain Engineering programmes; that those 
students were being attracted to Engineering at Concordia, because of its 
reputation in terms of the quality graduates which the Faculty was 
producing; that research money enabled the Faculty to purchase equipment 
which the students were able to use at the undergraduate level; that the 
whole Computer Engineering programme was started in the Faculty by 
using research money; that the Faculty of Engineering and Computer 
Science had achieved its international reputation much earlier than it did its 
local reputation, which was now developing; and that again, the fact that the 
Faculty has come a long way during-its 13 or 14 years in existence, has 
been due to the quality of its faculty members, the quality of the research, 
and hence, the quality of the undergraduate students which it was able to 
attract. With respect to the suggested difficulty in comparing research 
granting practices and procedures in different disciplines, it was argued that 
exactly the same activities are taken into consideration in deciding research 
funding in engineering as in history, e.g., the number of papers presented 
to the American Society for Mechanical Engineers, etc., were taken into 
consideration, although admittedly the amount of money granted to a 
researcher in history, who did not need equipment or facilities, would 
undoubtedly be much less than a researcher in engineering where large 
sophisticated equipment was required; that if we were going to compare 
research being done at Concordia to research elsewhere across the country, 
we should compare it by discipline, rather than on a University-wide basis; 


that it would be an impossible or insurmountable task, if we really wanted 
to be honest about it, to find out which of our Faculties, units, or 
departments, were in fact strong in research and to make sure that the 
foundation was not going to be moved from under their feet; that this did 
not mean that we should not be laying a foundation for other departments 
where there was a potential for research, particularly where such research 
was not equipment oriented; and that finally, with respect to whether or not 
we were going to have research at Concordia, if there was no enquiry on the 
part of our professors, we would not even be a CEGEP, we would be a 
high school. 


The feeling was expressed that we seemed to be discussing this Key 
Element from the point of view of what we can do; that we were discussing 
it in this manner because the Mission Study was commissioned at a time of 
financial crisis, and that for that reason, there was an emphasis in the 
discussion towards means rather than towards mission. It was further stated 
that in this discussion, no one has questioned what the whole idea of a 
university was; that the centres of excellence mentioned in comparing 
Concordia with other institutions, i.e., Toronto, Harvard, etc., were 
universities which were committed to a traditional idea of a university as a 
place for the free pursuit and dissemination of knowledge, and 
consequently, we should not be discussing how we can encourage certain 
areas and limit other areas in this type of pursuit and dissemination . One 
could understand that, given certain restrictions, we have to make short and 
long term plans, but in our zeal, we should not forget the mission and 
concentrate on the means. It was further stated that a lot has been said this 
afternoon in terms of money and funded research, and a lot has been said 
also to the effect that the fact that we have received money or we have 
excellence in some areas was a happy coincidence and not because it was 
our mission to do research and get a good reputation, in certain areas. It was 
argued that that has always been the case; that in fact there were happy 
coincidences that have made reputations; but the fact that some of those 
happy coincidences have been tied to money, did not mean that there was no 
quality elsewhere; that while it was true that excellence was related to 
money, it is related in a way that was not being presented, i.e., it was not 
only because someone had money that he or she could write some thesis, it 
was also that money comes because there is already a reputation of 
excellence; that there were cases within the University where research is 
funded, and it was funded because the people who were doing research 
without money, were recognized, by a happy coincidence, as being the 
excellent people in that particular area, and who, while obtaining research 
money, also obtained space money; that from the researchers point of view, 
if they feel that money was coming to them because they were the excellent 
people in that area, they should be able to make a statement in terms of 
obtaining space and the necessary equipment with it; that from the 
administration's point of view, while it was working within certain 
limitations in terms of how much capital funding the University can have 
and how-much space it could have based on Government restrictions, etc., 
nonetheless, there should be a commitment from the administration to try 
and make some of these limitations more manageable and more flexible; 
that, again, we should not forget that we were discussing missions, by 


trying to use means to decide which mission has priority or not and that one 
was getting a feeling of a certain kind of hegemony building, not on quality, 
but on particular criteria that have nothing to do with quality; that we should 
stop discussing what we can do, because of limitations that can be 
overcome and decide that we want to be a university and that we will be 
devoted to excellence in terms of the missions of the University, 1.e., what a 
university is for, and go on with it; that the planning and strategy should not 
be based on the space or exact amount of dollars available; that people 
whose excellence has been recognized, thus attracting more money and 
funding, should use their excellence to attract some of the tools that they are 
lacking, rather than making too much noise in terms of limiting other areas 
from developing; and that those areas that need encouragement, because of 
these kinds of non-quality related criteria, should not be stifled- in rigidly 
correlated strategy plans. 


It was stated that as the discussion continues, one was becoming more and 
more convinced that no one in the University knows exactly what the state 
of our research effort is, 1.e., everyone has a myopic view as to what was 
going on in his or her department, but nobody knew what was going on a 
University-wide basis; and that before we really identify a strategy, we 
should know that. Moreover, it was argued that research was clearly too 
broad a topic to define in two or three sentences; that before we decide what 
criteria we should use in determining what was good or bad research, we 
have to know what is going on, e.g., at last year's Learned Societies' 
Conference, 25% of the papers presented under the Business Schools 
Division, came from Concordia's Faculty of Commerce and Administration, 
which Faculty had the highest student/ faculty ratio; that while that wasn't 
recognized in terms of dollars, it should certainly nonetheless be recognized; 
that before we make any firm stand about a research strategy, we should ask 
people in the various Faculties and departments, to identify exactly what is 
recognizable research; and that this was important because it would have an 
impact both in terms of recruiting and on tenure decisions. 


It was stated that some of the arguments which have been presented, while 
impressive, have very neatly and effectively switched the focus of the 
discussion, i.e., the argument was really not whether we should foster 
research at Concordia or allow it to-become a high school, but rather 
whether research was not simply one of the, important aspects of life at 
Concordia University, but the most important aspect of life at Concordia; 
that .the crux of the debate was whether research was the most important 
aspect of life at Concordia, and how to evaluate its importance in each unit; 
that while it was one of the highest priorities of this University to foster 
good research and while we should always hire good researchers as faculty 
members, reward research as much as possible when it is done well, 
provide the appropriate climate if we can, encourage professors to do 
research sufficient to the Quebec milieu, make sure that students get the 
benefits Of ' faculty research as much as possible, etc., in the final analysis 
this University was not in a financial, space, personnel, or political situation 
that allows us to say that our highest priority is research; that our highest 
priority was delivering a good education to undergraduate and graduate 
students, and, as much as possible, to make sure that good research allows 


this to happen; if we wanted this University to continue, we could not allow 
our commitment to research, at any point, to overwhelm our commitment to 
quality education; that this does not mean that we do not understand that 
good research improves the quality of education or that it improves the 
facilities and the equipment, but that there will come a day in all of these 
discussions where we will be faced with either/or choices, and that beyond 
a certain point, that either/or choice should always fall on the side of the 
most important commitment of this University, i.e., quality education, 
which was this University's distinguishing feature. 


It was stated that one could not agree with suggestions that essentially we 
should do research in areas which the Government was going to fund, it 
being argued that basic research in the humanities, for example, was related 
to providing critical commentaries on our society and there would be a very 
great danger in the Government setting priorities, in terms of funding, in the 
kinds of research which was done in history, political science, etc. It was 
further stated that while one could agree that it was very often the case that 
the best teachers were the best researchers, that it was important for the 
students to see the state of the art equipment, etc., but it was argued that 
with respect to the issue of teaching versus research of the reality of the 
situation was that trade-offs were involved, both in terms of space and 
particularly in terms of the professor's time; and that there was also a 
trade-off in terms of the Library, which was an issue that has to be seriously 
considered, particularly from the point of view that it was an area where the 
University makes its own decisions in terms of budgetary allocations, 
where funding can be determined to a considerable extent, by the priorities 
within the University, and an area where there were trade-offs between the 
needs of the students and research needs, particularly in terms of book 
purchases by professors involved in research. 


It was argued that Senate, as a body, was going to be making a decision 
about research, which hopefully would be a decision that was going to have 
some impact, but most members of Senate, except for those involved in 
research, have no knowledge of the research that was going on within the 
University; that with respect to the "Harvard versus high school" debate, 
Concordia would never be a Harvard, nor a high school, 1.e., it would 
always be somewhere in between; that hopefully Concordia would always 
be a good teaching institution and that it would always be able to do a lot of 
good research; that we can become innovative in the way that we have 
always been in research, which was by doing a lot more with little money; 
that we have done this with respect to teaching and we should make that a 
priority in terms of research; that at some point before a research strategy is 
decided upon, those people who were presently doing research and those 
who have been successful in getting grants for research, whether in 
psychology or engineering, should be consulted and be involved in the 
discussion on a research strategy, in order to get their opinion as to the 
future of Concordia in research, why certain areas in the University have 
done well in research, etc., etc., and that these were basic questions that 
should be looked at by Senate before it pronounces on a research strategy. 


83-4-14 


83-4-15 


Dr. O'Brien advised that it was 4:30 p.m. and today's debate on the 
Mission Statements was now concluded. With respect to future debates, he 
proposed that at the next regular meeting, along with whatever other regular 
business might have accumulated, we continue with the debate on Key 
Elements 6, 7, 8, and 9, and that at that next meeting, Senate should devote 
some time to considering how it will prepare its report to the Board of 
Governors, or more generally, what it will do next. While the debate on all 
of these items may not have been concluded, by that time Senate will have 
passed over enough of the material to consider how it was going to move on 
to the next stage. Furthermore, it may be, depending upon how Senate 
decides to go about it, that work could begin on the next stage following the 
next meeting, even if the debate at Senate has not been completed. 
Presumably between now and the next meeting, the Steering Committee 
would give some consideration to the matter, and it may have some 
suggestions to make to Senate at the next meeting. Dr. O'Brien also 
reminded Senate that the Students' Associations had much earlier, tabled a 
proposal as to how Senate should make its report to the Board, which was 
included in document US-83-2-D2, which contained two additional Key 
Elements to be considered by Senate at the next meeting. 


It was suggested that Steering Committee consider the possibility of 
scheduling an extra meeting of Senate at some point along the way, but 
before May, in order to ensure that if there was going to be a follow-up 
meeting to the regular April meeting, it would be held at a time when there 
was a sufficient representation of faculty and students remaining at the 
University to be able to bring the issue to a conclusion. The suggestion was 
agreed to. 


U.C.C.C. Report on Undergraduate G.P.A. System 


Mr. K.D. Adams, University Registrar, presented and explained the UCCC 
Report on the Undergraduate Grade-point Average System, (document 
US-83-4-Dl). 


In response to a question concerning Recommendation 2., page 3, 
document US-83-4-Dl, Senate was advised that the implication was that the 
proposed GPA system would be used in determining departmental, Faculty 
and University award winners only for those awards which were currently 
based on grades, i.e., it would not be used in deciding awards which were 
currently determined on criteria other than grades. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. SNOW, SECONDED BY MR. LONGPRE, 
THAT THE 4 RECOMMENDATIONS CONTAINED IN THE UCCC 
REPORT ON THE UNDERGRADUATE GRADE-POINT AVERAGE 
SYSTEM, (DOCUMENT US-83-4-Dl), BE APPROVED. 


A concern was voiced over the fact that there would be three categories of 
grade-point averages assigned to the "A" grade levels, the feeling being 
expressed that this would only help to fuel the problem of grade inflation 
which we have been witnessing over the past years. It was suggested that 
perhaps it would be preferable to restrict the grade point averages for A+, 


A, and A-, to a single 4.0 average, with shading maintained for the 
remaining grade categories, 1.e., that we adopt a system similar to the one 
presently used at St. Mary's University. 


It was explained that the preference among UCCC members was to have a 
system that was uniform for all grade categories, rather than to have one that 
was pinched at either end of the scale. 


In response to a suggestion that the proposed 4.3 system was not 
commonly used elsewhere, it was pointed out that, as indicated in the 
Appendix, there were six universities which have a modified 4.0 system, 
1.e., with 4 as the top number; that there were six universities that use a 4.3 
system, including the University of Toronto, Simon Fraser University, and 
the University of New Brunswick; and there were five that use the 4 point 
system without any shading at all. That is, what was being proposed was 
not a unique system by any means. It was also argued that the trend in the 
United States was now towards the 4.3 system, particularly with respect to 
admission to Law and Medical Schools. 


In response to a suggestion that it would be preferable to adopt a system that 
uses whole numbers, e.g., from 1 to 12, as opposed to a system based on 
fractional numbers, again it was explained that there were fewer universities 
using a 1 to 12 system, than those using a 4.3 system, and that in fact, the 
trend today was toward the 4.3 system. 


it was argued that in light of the summary of Faculty reactions on page | of 
the UCCC Report, (document US-83-4-Dl), whereby one Faculty was 
favourable, one was interested but wanted modifications, one was not 
interested, and one was opposed to the use of averages in general, the 
document should be tabled for one month, on the grounds that it should not 
go forward without first being brought to Faculty Councils for their 
reactions, especially since past reactions have been anything but 
overwhelming. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. SINGER, SECONDED BY PROF. BYERS, 
THAT DOCUMENT US-83-4-Dl, BE TABLED FOR 1 MONTH. 


On a point of personal privilege, it was stated that in effect what we would 
be doing in approving the proposal, was getting rid of percentages which 
were misleading, and at the same time leave the Registrar with something 
upon which prizes and awards could be calculated, and one would be 
perfectly happy to get rid of percentages without having to wait one or two 
months to do so. 


THE MOTION TO TABLE WAS VOTED ON AND WAS NOT 
CARRIED. 


During continued discussion it was argued that we should approve that part 
of the proposed system that would, in effect, eliminate the percentage 
grading system, and the confusion attached to that, and refer the question of 
whether or not a particular Faculty wanted to use the GPA system to the 


individual Faculties, as proposed in Recommendation 3.; that the motion 
should be split to allow a vote on the first three Recommendations, and that 
Recommendation 4, which has not been considered by Faculty Councils, be 
voted on separately; that the Faculty of Commerce and Administration, 
which originated the proposal for the GPA system, has waited three years 
for it to come forward again at Senate, that it has waited long enough and 
that it would now like to be able to move ahead with " the system; that it 
would be premature to act on Recommendation 4, until such time as we 
know what the individual Faculty responses were to Recommendation 3, 
Le., if all Faculties adopt Recommendation 3, Recommendation 4 would 
become redundant; and that the Arts and Science Faculty Council has gone 
on record as being opposed to the proliferation of GPA's, that one could not 
support Recommendation 4 without input at least from Arts and Science, 
and that unless it was split off from the other 3 Recommendations, one 
would have to vote against the motion on the floor. 


Concern was voiced over the wording of Recommendation 3, which 
implied that if a Faculty voted to have GPA's automatically recorded, it did 
not mean that the GPA would also automatically be recorded on the 
transcripts, i.e., as worded, there would be two decisions for a Faculty to 
make, a) whether it wanted to have GPA's automatically recorded, and b) 
whether the Faculty also wanted to have GPA's appear on the transcript. It 
was suggested that if that was not what was intended, the Recommendation 
should be reworded. 


It was argued that the right of a student to have a GPA entered on the 
transcript, (Recommendation 4.), was a decision for Senate to take, rather 
than for Faculty Councils. That is, while it was up to a Faculty Council to 
decide on internal policies with respect to use of a GPA within that Faculty, 
Recommendation 4 was related to the external use, by a student, of his or 
her transcript, which was a Senate matter. Also, a student should have the 
right, regardless of whether or not a Faculty votes against Recommendation 
3, to have his or her GPA recorded on the transcript and Senate should 
guarantee that right today, rather than having to rehash the whole debate in a 
month's time. 


It was stated that Faculty Councils should have an opportunity to discuss 
and to voice their opinions on Recommendation 4, before it was voted on 
by Senate. In addition, it was stated that in using the GPA system to 
determine medal or award winners, it really did not make all that much 
difference whether we adopt Option | or Option 2 on page 2 of the Report. 
However, for the purpose of using a grade-point average system within a 
Faculty, particularly in the Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science, 
one would much prefer to use a 4, 3, 2, 1, system. 


Dr. O'Brien suggested that, having waited about three years to have a GPA, 
no great harm would be done by waiting one more month in order to clarify 
any doubts and to ensure that everyone knows exactly what was being 
adopted. At the same time, he felt that what was included in the 
Recommendations, would be quite appropriate for Senate to adopt, nor did 
the proposed system impinge upon the prerogatives of Faculty Councils in 
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the sense that Councils could decide whether or not they wished to use it. 
He also felt that Senate could adopt Recommendation 4, even over the 
objection of a particular Faculty, should it decide to do so. However, it 
might still be useful to take an extra month simply to allow whatever 
clarification anyone might wish to bring with respect to the attitudes of 
Faculty Councils or on some of the technicalities, including 
Recommendation 3, where the wording should be examined to make sure 
exactly what it was that UCCC was wishing to recommend. It might also be 
appropriate for UCCC to take note of and express its opinion on an earlier 
suggestion concerning the possibility of restricting grade-point averaging at 
the "A" level of grading, to the single value of 4.0, and particularly on any 
technical implications that there might be with respect to that. 


It was suggested that the apparent ambiguity in the wording of 
Recommendation 3, could be eliminated by replacing the words if so, 
whether these should also appear on transcripts.", with "... at the same 
time, also appear on transcripts." 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY MR. GOTT, SECONDED BY MR. 
LONGPRE, THAT THE PHRASE "... AND, IF SO, WHETHER THESE 
SHOULD ALSO APPEAR ON TRANSCRIPTS", IN 
RECOMMENDATION 3, DOCUMENT US-83-4-DI, BE DELETED AND 
REPLACED BY AND, AT THE SAME TIME, ALSO APPEAR ON 
TRANSCRIPTS." 


THE AMENDMENT WAS CARRIED. 
In response to a question, Mr. Adams advised that it was not critical to him, 


that the proposal be adopted today, but he would certainly like to have it, if 
it was going to be adopted, no later than next month. 


Adjournment 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BRUNET, SECONDED BY PROF. 
JANKOWSKI, THAT THE MEETING BE ADJOURNED, (5:35 p.m.). 


MOTION CARRIED. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


